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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 



SUBJECT: Request for Maneuvering Overflight of North Vie 


Background . As you know, the North Vietnamese have begun to Increase 
logistical flows from North Vietnam through Laos, thereby following patterns 
similar to last year. In adopting this pattern, the enemy is again putting 
main reliance on funneling supplies through the limited natural pass corri- 
dors along the North Vietnam-Laos border. Our principal effort in Laos 
during the I 963 - 7 O northeast monsoon season will be directed, as it was 
last year, toward maintaining pressure against the entire North Vietnamese 
logistic system through Laos into South Vietnam. 


Our military commanders in South Vietnam and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff would like to restrict movements of the enemy out of the few natural 
pass corridors by creating strategic choke points as close to the Laotian- 
North Vietnamese border as possible. The nature of the terrain at the Mu 
Gia and Ban Karai Passes, and in the Route 1036/1039 area just north of the 
De-mi 1 i tari zed Zone ( DM Z ) , makes these choke points difficult for the enemy 
to by-pass. These choke points, our military leaders contend, are therefore 
highly suitable for interdiction. 


Past Campaigns . A similar interdiction strategy was employed in the 
I 968-09 monsoon season. The Air Force felt the campaign last year was 
"effective. For example, in a special report entitled, COMMANDO HUNT, dated 
20 May 1969, the 7th Air Force, inter alia, concluded: 

• The interdiction in Laos had a significant imoact 

on the enemy's capability to conduct military opera- 
tions in South Vietnam. 

• The choke point strategy forced the enemy to move 
his stockpiles into Northern Laos and thus further 
away from the South Vietnam use points. 

• Transit time in the Laotian panhandle was increased 
from two to seven days, thus exposing men and material 
to air strikes for a longer period of time and increas- 
ing consumption in the pipeline. 

. The interdiction program required the North Vietnamese 
to allocate sizeable numbers of men and equiDfnent to 

build bypasses and reoair bomb damace to line’s of 
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. A substantial amount of equipment and supplies v/as 
destroyed. Between November 1968 and April 1969 , air 
strikes reportedly destroyed over VfOO trucks and 
damaged almost 1600. 

The interdiction campaign in Laos was, therefore, clearly viewed 
as a success last year. However, recent improvements in equipment, muni- 
tions, and tactics could, in the Joint Chiefs 1 view, enhance our cap- 
ability to deny, or at least restrict, the enemy's use of the lines of 
communication through Laos. 

The Chiefs 1 Proposal . The Joint Chiefs of Staff propose to make initial 
.road cuts at the corridor passage points with the relatively new two-thousand 
pound laser-guided PAVEV/AY I bombs. The PAVEWAY I has apparatus which can 
detect and track reflected laser energy. The seeker is mounted on a boom 
on the front of the bomb. Since the seeker depends only on reflected laser 
energy, and not upon inherent target characteristics such as temperature or 
contrast, this weapon may be employed on any target which can be identified 
.and illuminated with laser energy. For use of the laser bomb, however, the 
target must be illuminated until the weapon impacts. A manually operated 
laser illuminator is mounted in the canopy of a second aircraft which ac- 
companies the ordnance-carry ing ai rcraft. The second aircraft illuminates 
the target while the bombs are delivered. 

‘ The PAVEV/AY 1 bombs have already been used in Southeast Asia. Total 
drops, as of October 31, 1969, were about 1300. The operational reliability 
has been about 86 percent, i.e., for results accomplishing target damage, and 
there have been direct hits reported 55 percent of the time. 

-* - The new element involved in the Chiefs' proposal centers on the tactics 

to be used with the PAVEWAY I bombs in the Laos-North Vietnam pass areas. 

To achieve the high accuracy associated with the laser weapon, the unarmed 
F-A illuminator aircraft must fly a three-mile arc around the target. The 
tactics required to deliver the PAVEV/AY I bombs in close proximity to the 
border, therefore, would require periodic overflight by the illuminator 
aircraft of North Vietnam. In addition, ordnance-del i vering aircraft would 
probably have to cut across the Laos-North Vietnam border after ordnance 
release. Likewise, aircraft carrying aerial mines to "seed 1 the passes and 
make reconstitution difficult for the enemy, would probably make occasional 
overflights -- after ordnance release -- of North Vietnam. 

The frequency of the proposed operations would vary, dependent on how 
the enemy reacts and on the tactical adjustments which probably would have to 
be made on our part. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe, however, that for 
most choke points, complete interdiction would not be required more than 
every 5 - 7 days. 
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The Chiefs have requested that authority be granted to overfly the 
North Vietnam border, in the vicinity of the entry points into Laos, while 
conducting air strikes against the strategic choke points. Authority, if 
granted, would be limited to the following: 

• Minimum maneuvering overflight of non-ordnance 
carrying illuminator aircraft, not to exceed three 
nautical miles. 

. Maneuvering overflight of ordnance delivery aircraft 
to the minimum extent required for egress from the 
target after ordnance release. 

. Limitation of all overflights to the immediate 
vicinity of the Mu Gia and Ban Kara! Passes and 
in the Route 1036/1039 area in the DMZ vicinity. 

A1 terna t ? ves . There are three principal alternatives available in my 
judgment. They are: 

• Alternative 1 - Approve the Chiefs 1 request for 
immed? ate impleme ntat i on . 

The main argument in favor of the Chiefs 1 request is 
that it would make the interdiction campaign more 
efficient. A second argument favoring approval would 
be the signal to North Vietnam that we are not unmindful 
of increased logistical flov/s and that we shall try to 
restrict them as much as possible, short, at least cur- 
rently, of bombing in North Vietnam. 

The arguments against the Chiefs' proposal are 
(i) the risks of dropping ordnance in North Vietnam, 
thereby expanding the war; (2) the risks that, even if 
bombs are not accidentally dropped in North Vietnam, 
the enemy would react to our new tactics by putting 
anti-aircraft, surface- to-a i r missiles, or MIGs in the 
area, thereby leading to a possible expansion of the 
war into North Vietnam to protect our attacking and 
illuminator aircraft; (3) the risk the North Vietnamese 
might make effective political use of charges the United 
States talks of de-escalation while it, in fact is es- 
calating the war; and (A) the fact that alternative 
operational patterns exist which, by our definition, are 
successful, i.e., patterns similar to those used last year. 
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• Alternative 2 - De ny the Chiefs 1 Request. 

The arguments for denying the Chiefs 1 request are 
synonymous with the above-cited reasons against ap- 
proval. Likewise, the main arguments against denial 
would be that interdiction could be made more effi- 
cient and that the Chiefs, as well as our military 
commanders in South Vietnam, recommend approval. 

Alternative 3 - Approve in principle while making 
implementation contingent on enemy activity . 

Under this alternative 1 would advise the Chiefs 
(a) we recognize the tactical benefits outlined in 
their request; (b) we see some risks associated with 
their proposal; (c) we believe their current opera- 
tions, like those last year, are effective; (d) we 
would like to see more clearly what the enemy has in 
mind in the near-term future; and (e) if the enemy 
sharply steps up infiltration and logistics flows 
through Laos toward South Vietnam, the requested 
tactics may be implemented. If the enemy should, 
indeed, increase his infiltration and loqistics 
flows, use of the proposed tactics would be con- 
sistent with your November 3 and December 15 state- 
ments that we M ... shall not hesitate to take strong 
and effective measures. 
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jtecommendat ? o n . I recommend Alternative 3> i.e., to approve the Chiefs 1 
request in principle while making implementation contingent on enemy activity 
The risks under such circumstances, I believe, would be tolerable. The 
potential gains, while not quantifiable, could be significant. 



